
STATE OF CAIJIFOBNTA
STATE WATERRESOITRCES CONTROLBOARD

In the Hatter of the Petition )
of Orange County Water District for )
Review of Order No. 72—16 of the )
California Regional Water Quality
Control Board, Santa Ana Region, Order No. 73.4
Prescribing Waste Discharge Re— )
quirements for KRancho Caballero )
Hobilehome Park
______________________________________________________________________)

On Hay 30, 1972, the Orange County Water District peti-

tioned the State Water Resources Control Board (State Board) for

review of Order No. 72—16 of the California Regional Wate~’ Quality

Control Board, Santa Ana.Regior±, (regional board) adopted.on April 27.

1972, prescribing waste discharge requirements for Rancho Caballero

Hobilehome Park (discharger).

The petition requests the State Board to review and find

inappropriate end improper the regional board’s action in adopting

Order No. 72—16 on the basis that the regional board failed to

comply with the provisions of California Water Code Section 13263(a)

and failed to comply with the Environmental Quality Act,California

Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq. by not receiving and!

or considering an environmental impact report in conjunction with

the adoption of Order No. 72—16.

The petition further requests the State Board~ tb ado-pt

new waste discharge requirements for the discharger and prepare an

environmental ‘impact report in conjunction therewith, or in the

alternative, stay the effect of Santa Ana Regional Board Order
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No. 72—16 and direct the regional board to reconsider waste dis-

charge requirements for the discharger and prepare an environmental

impact report in conjunction therewith.

Subsequent to Hay 30, 1972, the State Board determined

that Order No. 72-16 should be reviewed to determine if the re-

quirements contained therein were fully consistent with the water

quality control plan for the region. By notice dated August 16,

1972 the State Board notified all kn&wn interested pe’rsons that a

public hearing would commence on September 13 to consider the fol-.

lowing issues raised by the petition:

1. Should Order No. 72—16 contain a waste discharge. re-

quirement for total dissolved solids; and if so, what should the

requirement be;

2. Should Order No. 72—16 contain requirements on the

chemical quality of the waste discharged which. are limited to -

increments in excess of the concentration found for the same constit-

uents in the water supply of the discharger;

3. Does Order No. 72—16 comply with the requirements of

Water Code Section 13263 by implementing the water quality control

plan for the region which contains a standard for total dissolved

solids; and

4. Does Order No. 72—16 comply with the requirements of

Water Code Section 13263 by considering the beneficial uses to be

protected, the environmental characteristics of the aff~cted hydro—

graphic unit, the quality of the water available thereto, water

quality conditions that could reasonably be achieved through the

coordinated control of all factors which affect water quality in

the area and economic considerations?
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Based upon the record before the regional board and the

evidence received at the public hearing on September 13 and 14,

1972, the State Board finds and concludes as follows:

QUALITY OF WATER SThPPLY; WASTE DISCHARGE B:EQUIBEI¶ENTS;

WATER QUALITY CONTROL PLAN; QUALITY OF GROIJT\DWATER BASIN

The discharger submitted to the regional board a report

of waste discharge dated June 8, 1972, in which the discharger pro-

posed to discharge approximately 50,000 gallons per day of domestic.

waste into the Arlington—Riverside Groundwater Basin.

The water supply to the discharger which is obtained fron

the Western Hunicipal Water District is unsoftened Colorado River

water which, according to Hetropolitan Water District of Southern

California, Thirty—Third Annual Report, contains the following ap-

proximate average concentrations of chemical constituents:

Constituent

Filterable Residue 755 mg/i
Sodium 114 .mg/l
Sulfate 332 mg/i
Chloride 100 mg/i
Total Hardness (as CaCo3) 357 mg/i
Fluoride 0.4 mg/l
Boron 0.13 mg/i
.Ammonium (as N) None

The requirements for the discharger contained in Order

No. 72—16 provide, in relevant part, as follows:

ttThe chemical quality of the waste discharged shall
be limited to the following increments in excess of
the concentrations found for the sane constituents
in the water supply to the sewered area: LEmphasis added.]

Constituent

Sodium 75 mg/i
Sulfate 30 mg/i
Chloride 40 mg/l
Total Hardness (as CaCo3) 25 mg/i
Fluoride 1.0 mg/i
Boron 0.2 mg/l
Ammonium (as N) 10 mg/i”
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The water quality control plan for the Santa Ana River

Basin was adopted in 1972 after numerous public hearings as re—

quired by Article 3, Chapter i-i-, Division 7 of the California Wat.er

Code. The plan contains the following water quality objectives

for the Arlington-Riverside . Groundwater Basin:

Constituent

Filterable Residue (TDS) 700 mg/l
Total Hardness 350 mg/l
Sodium (as %~) 45
Bicarbonate 300 mg/l
Chloride 125 mg/l
Nitrate i~1J~I~ mg/l
Fluoride 0.9 mg/l
Boron 0.4 mg/l
Arsenic o.os mg/l
Chromium (hexavalent) 0.05 mg/l
Lead 0.1 mg/l
Phenol 0.001 mg/l
Selenium 0.05 mg/1

The concentrations of chemical constituents in the waters

of that portion of the Arlington-Riverside Groundwater Basin into

which the waste is discharged, as measured in 1968 and set forth in

Water Resources Engineers, Inc., Watershed Climate, Geohydrology and

Water Quality, A final Report on Task 11-3 to Santa Ana Watershed

Planning Agency, November 1970, are as follows:

Constituent

Filterable Residue (TDS) 900—1000 mg/l
Chloride 50-150 mg/l
Total Hardness 400-600 mg/l
Bor on 0.1-0.5 mg/l

STATUTORYREQUIRENENTSFOR TIJ~ ADOPTION OF WASTEDISCHARGE
PEQUIPEHENTSBY A REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

The statutory requirements for the adoption of waste dis-

charge requirements by a regional board are found in Water Code

Section 13263. The relevant portion of this section reads as

follows:
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“The requirements shall implement relevant water
quality control plans, if any have been adopted,
and shall take into consideration the beneficial
uses to be protected , the water quality objectives
reasonably required for that purpose, other waste
discharges, the need to prewent nuisance, and
the provisions of Section 13241.”.

Section 13241 requires each regional board to establish

water quality objectives in water quality control plans to ensure

protection of beneficial uses and the prevention of nuisances. In

establishing such objectives the boards must consider at least the

following:

“(a) Past, present, and probably future bene-
ficial uses of water.

(b) Environmental characteristics of the
hydrogi’aphic unit under consideration, in-
cluding the quality of water available thereto.

(c) Water quality conditions that could rea-
sonably be achieved through the coordinated
control of all factors which affect water quality
in the area.

(d) Economic considerations.”

In the instant case, a water quality control plan has been

adopted for the Santa Ana River Basin. Included within that plan

are water quality objectives for the Arlington—Riverside Ground-

water Basin (see page 4). In adopting waste discharge requirements

to implement the objectives contained in the plan, the regional board

need not determine anew the beneficial uses to be protected, the

water quality objectives reasonably required for that purpose or

make findings regarding the provisions of Section 15241. The

regional board in adopting the plan has already taken these factors
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into consideration. The waste discharge requirements need only

implement the provisions of the plan, reflect the fact that other

discharges in the area will affect the quality of the receiving

waters and ensure that the requirements will not result in the

creation of a nuisance. The State Board, finds, based upon the

record before it, that the regional board failed to implement pro—

perly the plan. and, therefore, Order No. 72—16 must be modified as

discussed below.

ORDERNO. 72-16 MUST BE HODIFIE)) TO INCLUDE A REQUIREMENT
FOR T0TALDISSOL~TED SOLIDS WHICH MUSTNOT EXCEED 700 HG/L

The water quality control plan contains an objective for

total dissolved solids (TDS) in the Arlington—Riverside Ground-

water Basin of 700 mg/l (filterable residue). Order No. 72—16

contains no requirement implementing this objective.

Extensive ‘testimony was given at the hearing before the

State Board both for and against the appropriateness of a require-

ment for TDS in Order No. 72—16. Much of this testimony was based

upon the assertion that TDS.was a useful water quality parameter.

While such testimony underscored the desirability for such a

requirement, our decision requiring a limitation on TDS in Order

No. 72—16 is based on the legal requirements of Water Code Sec-

tion 13263 which requires waste discharge requirements to implement

the provisions of the water quality control plan. We can find no

more appropriate means of assisting the implementation of the TDS

objective for the groundwater basin than by inclusion of a limit

on TDS in waste discharge requirements. In reaching this decision,
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w~ are aware that waste discharge requirements are only one oV

tb-e means. available to nieetThhe TJDS objectives in the plan. arid

tb-at other controls by other persons may be necessary to ensure

tb-at the T2DS objectives will be met. However, to implement eI~—

Lectively the TID2 objective of 700 mg/i in. the plan, Order

Eo. 72—16 must contain a limit on. TDS of not more than 700 mg/i.

The record indicates that the waters of that portion of the

Ar1in~ton—P1verside Groundwater Basin into which the waste is

discharged have no capacity to assimilate concentrations of

fi2terable residues in. excess of the coricentrations set :Vor.th iii

the water quality control plan since the existing concentration

of T]DS in. the basin already exceeds the concer~.tration set forth

in the plan (see numerical values for constituents on page 4).

We recognize that the qi..iality Of~ wa~tewater ~s discharged

at the initial point of discha~e inay be of diff’erent quality than

the quality of the discharge as it eventually reaches the ground-

water due to ~nu~ber of’ factors, including mixin.g with waters

already in or subsequently recharged to the system. and removal o~

waste cQIlstituel-lts as ~he water percolates through the ground. I3iow—

ever, no evidence was introduced into the record as to system mixing

Characteristics or the ainotmt of o:r type oV waste constituents which

~‘<i~iou1dbe removed by reason of such percolation to support a h4her

limit o~ TD2.

In. connection with this conclusion the 2tate Board notes

that the petitioner con.tended in its petition for review of Order

No. 7~i-i6 that the re~iona1 board should have set a limit on. TDS

o~not more than. 1,000 micromlios, which is the 5—year average

limit on TJJ~ expressed in. terms of electrical conductiv±t~r.for the
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Sa22ta Ana River passing Prado Dam. The water quality control plan.

does contain an objective that TJDS shall not exceed 1,000 micromhos

fo~ the Santa An.a giver as it flows past Prado Darn and water from

the Ar1ington-~iversiae Groundwater Basin into which the discharger

•di~charges its waste, flows into the San.ta Ana River above Prado Dam.

anA, therefore, does have an effect on the quality of tLe Santa

Ana Ri’ver flowing past Prado Dam. As stated earlier the

L~t (expressed in. terms of’ filterable the

Riv6rsidi6 Groundwater Basin is 700 in~/1 - -

equivalen.t to an electrical conductivity

ever in setting the objective on. TDS for

board considered the effect of the disc2aar~e

river. The State Board has no evidence tp that a

of’ 700 mg/i for the Arlington—Piverside Basin is -

•improper.

I~ USE OF T1WREDT~NTAJ~ LIHITS ON WATERQUALITY CO)STSTITUENTS
WTTHOUT TIIE USE OF NAXJTTUI’4 IJI1”ITTS IS T~ROPEP

Order Na. 72—16 eQiltains reqt~irements on the chemical

~ quality of the waste discharged which are limited to in.cremen±s in

excess of the concentrations Loulid for the same constituents in the

water supply, with no maximum limits on- such constituents. This is

an inappropriate and improper method of’ implementing a water quality

control plan and, therefore, Order No. 72—16 must be revised to in-

clude maximuan limits on. all constit~e~b~oontained therein in

accordance with the maximum limits in the water qua~~ty cQntrol

plan. The incremental approach does not provide assurance thaii~

water quality objectives will be mQt and that the water quality

control plan. will be implemented. The inab4ity of the incremen~j
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i:Lmits to function adequately stems primarily from the fact that

tiaey do not provide a means of placing maximum limits on the. quai-
I’

ityof water discharged. As a result, the use of a poor quality

water as a source of ‘supply will result in an even poorer qmality

of waste discharge. In the instant case the increments, used for. ~

-6otal hardness, sodium, chloride, fluoride and boron when added to’~4

t:LLe same constituents in the water supply result in an able>~

discharge in excess o.f the limits contained in the wat ~‘ qUality ~

control plan. It is also apparent that the wat~rs of that portion

~of the Arlington-Riverside Groundwater Basin into which the w~ste

i~ discharged have no capacity to e~ssimilate concentrations of

filterable residues, chlorides, total hardness and boron in excess

of the concentrations for such, chemical constituents set forth in

the water quality control plan since the concentrations of such

constituents exis.ting in that pobtion of the basLn already exceed

~ the concentration~ set forth in the plan.* -

rime of Implementation
z~.

Pursuant to Water Code Section l3i?~3(c) a’~ime schedule

may be prescribed by the regional board for c iplianc~ith the

directions contained in this order. Any time schedul& ~‘ - cribed

~1iall require compliance by the earliest date possibJ.,e and may take

i~iybo consideration the need to obtain an improve~. wat&4~upply.

Env-ironmental Impact Report

Public Resources Code Sections 21169 and 21171 p±~~~ide

Th relevant part as follows:

*gf course, even if the basin did have some assimiLal4ve capacity

ti-ie Board need not allow its full use. [Wate~Qo. ~WWK 3263(b)].
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ox~
issuance b~ any any ±

license, certificate or other entitlement for use
executed or issf2ed on or befq
of this section notwithstand

• this dvision, if ot -~

co~f~rnd., vali’

~ract
Oerore tne

notwithstanding a
- this division, if otherwise

va± , is nereby confirmed, validated and
legally effective. -

2ll(-I~. 5 division, except for Section 21169, shall
not apply to the issuance of any lease, permit,, license,
certificate or other entitlement for use for any proa—
ect defined in subdivision (c) of Section 21065
until the 121st day after the effective date of this . ~

section.

Based upon the above legislative mandate, the State Boa~

fin~ il board is not required to prepare an. ~i~~x~,onA

mental ~L~pharge covered by Order No ‘7~ -

such order acqorda~ce with the conclusions d

~der telow prior to April 5, ~73.

r

~ented to the regional noard concerning

.ties of the receiving waters and any

~te’water between the point of dis-

waters, the State Board concludes as

1 board must revise Order No. 72-16 to

limit the discharge of TUS to not more than 700 mg/i (filtera~ble 4

residue) and to place maximum limits on all water quality

0
in subdi

K’

.4’
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constituents compatible with the limits for those constituentst in

the water quality control plan for the Arlington-Riverside Ground-

water Basin. The regional board may adopt a time schedule for

compliance with Order No. 72—16, however, any such schedule must

require compliance by the earliest date possible.

IT IS HEREBYORDEREDthat the California Regional Water

Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region, revise Order No. 72-16

consistent with the conclusions of this order.

Adopted as the order of the State Water Resources

Control Board at a meeting duly called and held at Sacramento,

California.

Dated: February 1, 1973

/

Adams, Chairman

/i ‘7

kThm~.o3T~TV½~4ice a rman

Voted No
E. F. Dibble, Member

=
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